Educational Service Units

Interim Study Report
on |
Legislative Resolution 336

Prepared by the L.R. 336 Staff

2006 Interim
Education Committee Members L.R. 336 Staff
Senator Ron Raikes, Chair Janet Anderson
Senator Dennis Byars, Vice Chair Tammy Barry
Senator Patrick Bourne Matt Blomstedt
Senator Gwen Howard Doug Gibbs
Senator Gail F. Kopplin Jessica Kolterman
Senator Vickie D. McDonald Mikki McCann
Senator Ed Schrock Sandy Sostad

Senator Elaine Stuhr Kris Valentin

A N AR RN

fm\

AT




Educational Service Units
Interim Study Report on Legislative Resolution 336

418 (0T 1 Tet o) s H OO 3
Legislative HIStOTY ...c..cocuiriiriiiiiiiiiccieiiecitcce ettt 5
Initial Education Service Unit Legislation..........iccccovvviiviiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieece e 5

A Constitutional Challenge.........coocueevieiiiiriiiieeiiecicr e 7

A REfOIMALION ..ottt et e eae e 7
State-Wide Technology Projects.......cc.ueivuierrieiiniiiiiniiiiieiiciiicncnecseeccieee e 8
BOUNAATIES ...ttt et sn s s b s sbe s et es 9
Background ........cooeeiiiiiiiieeee e 9
ISSUES e s e e 10
POLICY AIEINAIVES ....eeieuiieiiiieiieeeieeeerieeettee ettt 11
GOVEITANCE ...cuvvenvietieeitieeeeeteet ettt s et st ea e et e st e s e ebe e ae e ae e st e e s rae s easesanessabeesabeeeaae e nnnes 13
Background........co.ooueeiiinieee s 13
LSSUES ettt s eaa e s ba e e aaes 14
POLICY AIEINAIVES ... .eeuvieieriieieriierieeeiterteete ettt ettt ettt st sn s an e ane s 16
FINANCE ....vveeiiiieeeit ettt e ebe e ean e s bt e e s aa e s s aa s s aa e s e aae e e e ab e s e arae e s 19
Background........ccccoouiiiiiiiiiiiiici s 19
ISSUES ettt e s e et ar e e e e aaaaes 20
POLICY AIEINALIVES ....eeeuvieeiiieieeiteete ettt s 23
1S3 4 (61T OO PR 25
Background........c..cooeeiiiiii s 25

| R 1T OO OO 28
POLICY AIETNALIVES ....eeveeeiieeieeiieeiee ettt et r e enr s 28
FN 0] 0153 T 1T LU OO OUR PR RRRNt 31
Appendix A:  Map of the Current Educational Service UnitS..........ccocoevveviniinienninnennn. 33
Appendix B: List Of DISIIICES «..cecuveruiriiniiiiiiiicicniiiicnicciecir e e 37
Appendix C: STALULES ...ttt e 43
Appendix D:  Department of Education Rules and Regulations...........c.cccecvevnennnnnnnne. 75
RULE 84 ...ttt e es 77
RUIE 85 ..ottt e 89
Appendix E: Legislation Adopted By Year .......cccocoviiiiiiiiniiniiiiciceeece 111
Appendix F: Letter from the Attorney General’s Office ........ccccovviviiviiiniiiinninincnnns 125




Educational Service Units (L.R. 336)

Appendix G: Financial Data..........coooviiiviiiniiiiiiiiiii 145
REVENUES ... 147
STALE Add....eiiiiiiiiiiieeie e 161
Property Taxes and LeVIes........ccoccueevviiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiccneccrie e 167
Property Taxes v. State Aid for Technology Infrastructure............cocoevveiviniiiviienienns 171
Potential Resources with $0.04 Levy v. $0.015 Levy & State Aid .......ccccccevvevieneennenn. 175
Federal FUNAS......coc.ooviieiiniiiiiicicciiccct et 179
DiSDUISEMENLS......oiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiciieieit et 183
Certificated Personnel.........ccccoccevviinviiniiniiniinicinncnnn, e s 199

Appendix H: Formula Model...........coooiiiiiiniiniiiiiiiiiic e 203

Appendix I: Summary of School District Survey Results ..........ccccoveviiiiiiinnnnin, 209

Appendix J: School District Survey Results .........cccooviiviiiiiiiniiiniiiics 215

Appendix K: Summary of E.S.U. Survey Results........ccccocoeviiiiniininiiiiiins 247

Appendix L: E.S.U. Survey InStrument ............ccoceevviiviiiniinniiiniiiniecieecreeiee e 255

Page 2



Educational Service Units (L.R. 336)

Introduction

Educational Service Units (E.S.U.’s) are political subdivisions that serve as intermediate
level education service agencies for member school districts. Educational Service Units
(E.S.U.’s) were created by the Legislature in 1965 as cooperative programs to make services
more cost effective for school districts. There are currently 17 E.S.U.’s providing services to
261 public school districts. Educational service units provide core services for school
districts, which include staff development, technology, and instructional materials. Beyond
the core services, E.S.U.’s determine the services to be offered based on the needs of their
member school districts.

Regional service agencies are present in over half of the states. The method of selecting the
board varies, but most are either elected by the public or selected by local school boards. A
more in depth analysis of the selection process is contained in the section on Governance.

In addition to regional service agencies, county or regional superintendents are publicly
elected in at least parts of Arizona, California, Illinois, and Montana. In New Jersey, county
superintendents are appointed by the chief state school officer, and in North Dakota by
county commissioners. Nebraska allows for county school administrators to be appointed by
county boards, but eliminated the elected office of county superintendent as of June 30, 2000.

Educational Service Units have been studied on several occasions. The most significant
studies were in 1986 by the Legislature and in 1995 by the Department of Education. This
review builds on the prior studies and examines the current status of E.S.U.’s, including
changes implemented as a result of the preceding efforts.

The study was conducted by a staff group consisting of legislative staff from the Education
Committee, staff from the offices of members of the Education Committee, and staff from
the Legislative Fiscal Office. The staff group conducted the study using several methods.
First historical research was done beginning with the prior studies and building on the
information they provided. The Legislative Fiscal Office provided updated financial
information. Internet resources were used to derive national information. The staff group
then visited six E.S.U.’s, met with representatives from seven additional E.S.U.’s, and invited
the other four E.S.U.’s to provide input. The staff group also gathered information through
surveys sent to each E.S.U. and each school district. The surveys replicated the surveys from
1986 and 1995. However, the redundancy of the responses on the E.S.U. surveys in this
study indicated efforts by a number of the E.S.U.’s to coordinate their answers. This effort
compromised the quality of information by limiting the perspectives that were shared with
the study group. The E.S.U. survey utilized open-ended questions, resulting in a narrative
description, rather than a quantitative summary.

This report looks at four categories of issues: Boundaries, Governance, Finance, and
Services. The report is organized according to those categories. Under each category is a
background section, a section discussing potential issues, and a section indicating possible
changes. The potential issues and possible changes do not necessarily reflect the views of the
staff group that compiled this report or the views of the Education Committee, but rather

Page 3



Educational Service Units (L.R. 336)

represent concerns and ideas that have been brought forward over time or in the process of
this study.

The statutory requirements governing E.S.U.’s are generally contained in the Educational
Service Units Act, which has been copied into Appendix C of this report. However as a
political subdivision other provisions also apply, such as the Nebraska Budget Act, the
Elections Act, and the Interlocal Cooperation Act.

The Department of Education has also issued two rules regarding E.S.U.’s. Rule 84 is the
accreditation rule for E.S.U.’s. Rule 85 provides the procedures for E.S.U. reorganizations.
Copies of both rules are contained in Appendix D.

In the visits to E.S.U.’s and with E.S.U. staffs, there was generally an eagerness to show how
much had been accomplished with limited funding. There was a definite emphasis on
economic efficiency and the delivery of services. However, a major concern for most
E.S.U.’s was inability to provide more services due to financial constraints.
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Legislative History

Portions of this history were adapted from the September, 1995 report entitled “Nebraska’s
Educational Service Units: A Historical Summary”, written by Laurie Will and Larry Scherer
and edited and revised by Dennis L. Pool. For a year by year legislative history, see
Appendix E. \

Initial Education Service Unit Legislation

The establishment of Educational Service Units (E.S.U.’s) in Nebraska can be traced to work
completed by Dr. Rosalie Farley, then a University of Nebraska - Lincoln professor in the
College of Education, Department of Administration. Beginning in 1954, Dr. Farley ‘
conducted a yearly 3-credit hour graduate workshop which examined the Office of the
County Superintendent. While many inadequacies of this office were discussed in the early
years of the workshop, it was not until the early 1960s that the concept of an intermediate
unit was mentioned with emphasis on how this could provide an answer to the service needs
of the smaller school districts in Nebraska. The actual notion of intermediate educational
units was brought by some of the county superintendents who were aware of this educational
trend through contact with the National Association of Rural Education.

The purpose behind the concept of Education Service Units was to provide equal educational
opportunity to all students in Nebraska by creating an entity which could provide
supplemental services to school districts upon request. For example, smaller districts could
not always afford to provide special education services. Because of the few students needing
services, it was not feasible to hire specialists within the school system. Educational Service
Units could provide the services which the school districts could not afford because the
E.S.U.’s would be serving a larger population. Thus, a few special education instructors
could supply services to many school districts. Additional supplemental services might
include guidance counseling, library and media centers, and vocational education.

The actual introduction of the concept of Educational Service Units to the Nebraska
Legislature came about through Dr. Farley’s personal acquaintance with Senator Richard
Marvel. Their informal discussions on education touched upon this new concept and Senator
Marvel shared the idea with Senator Ross Rasmussen, the Education Committee Chairman.
Together Senator Rasmussen and Senator Marvel introduced LB 301 in 1965, which
established Educational Service Units in Nebraska.

The supporters who lobbied for passage of LB 301 consisted of county superintendents,
school district superintendents, Anne Campbell (who later became Commissioner of
Education), lobbyists for Nebraska State Education Association, and Dr. Dale Hayes (head of
UNL'’s Department of Education Administration). Both Dr. Farley and Dr. Merle Stoneman,
also from the Department of Education Administration, and Dr. Stoneman’s graduate
assistant, Dr. Dave Hutchinson, provided their assistance as consultants to the lobbying
groups and Senators. Dr. William Schroeder, Nebraska Department of Education Field
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Services, provided technical assistance in drafting the bill and later served as the
Department’s consultant on Educational Service Units.

A key argument for the passage of the E.S.U. legislation was provided by the structure of
federal education assistance. Federal funds were available through the Elementary-
Secondary School Act to school districts with either 100 students from families with annual
incomes of less than $2,000 or to school districts where 3% of the district’s students were
from poor families. Federal stipulations, however, required at least 10 children to be in the
district in order to be eligible to receive these funds. Because of the small number of
students in so many of Nebraska’s rural school districts, rural districts were generally unable
to receive these funds. Supporters of LB 301 argued that Educational Service Units would
provide a vehicle to receive federal funds by creating a legal entity that would group together
districts in order to create a larger student base to meet the eligibility criteria for these federal
funds.

Opponents of the bill consisted of the Nebraska School Improvement Association, a group

~ comprised of persons primarily from Class I and Class VI school districts, the Rural School

Boards Association, the Farm Bureau Federation, and initial opposition from the Omaha
Public School District.

Arguments in opposition to the establishment of the Educational Service Units in Nebraska
included a fear of losing local control, fear of future costs escalating, and a general belief in
not accepting federal funds, which was mainly expressed by Morris George of the Rural
School Board Association. Furthermore, opponents felt there was no need for the additional
services and that any needed services could be provided by the county superintendents.

Three areas of compromise from the original bill included the Office of County
Superintendent, unit boundaries, and a county opt-out and opt-back-in provision.

Initially, the proponents of establishing Educational Service Units in Nebraska hoped to
abolish the Office of County Superintendent. Interestingly, a majority of the county
superintendents themselves supported this idea, while it was the officials in the counties with
small districts who opposed it. Because of the controversial nature of this concept and the
perceived need that the Educational Service Units should be established and functioning
before the Office of County Superintendent was abolished, the issue of abolishment was
never included in the final draft of LB 301.

The issue of unit boundaries also became an area of compromise. As introduced, LB 301
called for 20 service units. This number was amended down to 19 units by shifting around
some counties at the preference of the Senators servicing those areas. The final selection of
boundaries was influenced by population, land valuation, enrollment, service needs, and
Senator input.

A final area of compromise involved the voluntary nature of the act. As first introduced, LB
301 required all counties to be part of an Educational Service Unit. An amendment was later
adopted to allow counties to be excluded from the E.S.U. by filing a petition signed by 5% of
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the voters in each school district, of at least three-fifths of the districts within the county, to
place the question of exclusion on the ballot. The issue would then be decided by the voters
during the next general election. The original opt-back-in provision of this amendment
required 50% of the board of education presidents in the county to apply for inclusion.
Senator Ruhnke, a vocal opponent of the bill, viewed this re-inclusion provision as a way of
circumventing the wishes of the county residents. At Senator Ruhnke’s request, Senator
Rasmussen introduced an amendment which was adopted that provided the same process for
re-inclusion as for exclusion of a county from an Educational Service Unit.

Following extensive debate and the adoption of several compromise measures, LB 301 was
adopted by the Legislature with a vote of 25-17-7 and signed by Governor Frank Morrison
the following day, August 10, 1965.

A Constitutional Challenge

The constitutionality of the statutes (Neb. Rev. Stat. §79-2210) which authorize Educational
Service Units to levy a tax was challenged in 1967 with the case, Frye vs. Haas, (182 Neb.
73).

At the time, other political subdivisions filed their budget and proposed levy with the county
treasurer, and the Board of Equalization and Assessment actually set the levies. Educational
Service Units, however, certified the tax levy directly to the county treasurers. The plaintiffs
argued that the latter procedure denied their due process of law by not providing suitable
notice and opportunity to be heard.

The court ruled in favor of E.S.U.’s, stating that the E.S.U. tax is a general tax, not a special
tax, and therefore it need not be subject to judicial inquiry. The statute authorizing the levy
serves as notice and an opportunity to be heard does exist. Although the opportunity to
contest the tax does not occur prior to assessment or levy, the court held that due process
does not require an opportunity to be heard at any particular stage in the proceedings, as long
as such an opportunity exists at some point in time. Due process sufficiently exists with the
statutory avenues for appeal which exist prior to the tax becoming irrevocable.

This procedure to establish the E.S.U. levy was changed by LB 1433 in 1969. To date, no
further challenges to the procedure for establishing an E.S.U. levy have been made.

A Reformation

In the mid-1980’s questions began to surface regarding the responsibilities of E.S.U.’s and
the programs they provided. Legislation enacted by LB 994 in 1984, which placed the
E.S.U.’s under the administrative supervision of the Nebraska Department of Education,
made E.S.U.’s responsible for providing a number of programs and services to school
districts on behalf of the state. This change caused some confusion between the role of the
Department of Education and the E.S.U.’s. In 1986, LB 997 provided for school districts to
opt out of their E.S.U. with a majority vote by their local school board. With this change,
some larger districts chose to leave their E.S.U. This left some E.S.U.’s with a diminished
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support base and questions began to arise regarding role and mission of the E.S.U.’s.
Questions also arose regarding their financing, governance, boundaries, services, and the
requirements of districts who participate in E.S.U. programs. LB 997 provided for an
“E.S.U. Planning Study” to be conducted to provide clear direction to answer these
questions.

As aresult of this Planning Study, a set of documents were issued in September of 1986 by
the Nebraska Legislative Council’s Legislative Research Division. These documents were
instrumental in the formulation and discussion of proposed legislation. In 1987, the
Legislature’s Education Committee introduced LB 866 to implement many of the
recommendations proposed from the E.S.U. Planning Study. This legislation was enacted
and provided a window of opportunity for schools to opt out of their E.S.U. After an initial
period, school districts would work through regulations established by the State Board of
Education to change the boundaries of the E.S.U. The legislation also established a
requirement that the Department of Education provide regulations by which E.S.U.’s were
accredited and governed. These regulations, promulgated as Rules 83 and 84, currently
define the governance and operation standards for all seventeen E.S.U.’s.

State-Wide Technology Projects

Legislative Bill 348, introduced by Senator Ron Withem in 1993, established the requirement
that E.S.U.’s, in cooperation with the Department of Education, provide school districts with
access to telecomputing resources (Internet) and provide training to meet school district’s
telecomputing needs. This legislation allowed the E.S.U.’s to begin linking together the
computing resources which had developed in the state. As the technology infrastructure
became available, school districts were able to link to their local E.S.U. access to additional
educational resources. To provide for these services, E.S.U.’s were given the additional
taxing authority of 0.5 of a cent on each $100 of assessed valuation. In 1995, LB 860 further
provided that half of the E.S.U.’s technology levy could be used to assist school districts with
their costs to connect to the network.

In 1995, the Legislature adopted Senator Bud Robinson’s LB 860, which stated an intent that
all K-12 public school districts have a direct connection to a statewide public computer
information network by June 30, 2000 and provided multiple funding mechanisms. Distance
education was added to the statewide telecomputing efforts with Senator Curt Bromm’s LB
833 in 2001. The measure provided for distance education network completion grants to be
funded from lottery funds for 2001-02 and 2002-03.

The latest legislative effort for statewide technology coordination was passed in 2006.
Legislative Bill 1208, introduced by Senator Ron Raikes, implemented the recommendations
of the Distance Education Enhancement Task Force created by LB 689 in 2005. The
measure requires E.S.U.'s to assume responsibility for distance education services from
distance education consortia for member school districts on July 1, 2007. To coordinate the
distance education services statewide, the measure created a Distance Education Council
made up of representatives from each Educational Service Unit.
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Boundaries

Background

The boundaries for E.S.U.’s are based on the member school districts in each E.S.U.
Generally the school districts eligible for membership in a particular E.S.U. are those with
their headquarters in one of the counties that was originally assigned to the E.S.U. Two
E.S.U.’s serve only one school district. Educational Service Unit 18 serves the Lincoln
Public School District and Educational Service Unit 19 serves the Omaha Public School
District. Educational Service Units vary greatly in the number of students served, the

- geographic size, sparsity, and resources.

Characteristics of E.S.U.’s

Students 1,833 to 62,673
Square Miles 110 to 13,476
Students/Square Mile 0.26 to 335.03
Valuation/Student $ 338,361 to $ 682,228
Aid & Taxes $ 454,972 to $5,310,867
Aid & Taxes/Student  $ 88 to $ 248

A list of the member districts for each E.S.U. is available in Appendix B.

In order to change the boundaries of an E.S.U., a petition to the State Board of Education
may be initiated by a resolution adopted by a majority vote of any E.S.U. board or any school
board or by a petition signed by 10% of the legal voters of an E.S.U. or school district. The
procedures for changing E.S.U. boundaries are contained in §§ 79-1206 to 79-1211 of the
Nebraska Revised Statutes, (See Appendix C).

There have been two E.S.U. mergers in the last ten years. In 1998, the former E.S.U.’s 12
and 13 merged to become a new E.S.U. 13. Educational Service Unit 13 then merged again
in 2005 with E.S.U. 14, while maintaining the E.S.U. 13 name.

There were two questions on the school district survey that address the issue of boundaries.
The first question asked if all districts should be required to participate in an E.S.U.
Respondents were evenly split on the question with 50% indicating “yes” and 50%
responding “ no”. Interestingly, the responses to this question in the two previous instances
of the survey were also evenly split. In 1995, 47.41% of respondents answered “yes”
compared to 46.55% “no”. In 1986, the responses were 49.4% “yes” and 43.1% “no”. The
second question asked if E.S.U. boundaries are set up in the best way to enhance their role of
providing supplemental services. Sixty-six percent answered “yes” and 19% answered “no”
in the current survey, (See Appendix I and Appendix J).

The E.S.U. questionnaire results were relatively uniform on the issue of boundaries. A
question was asked about the factors that should be considered in determining boundaries in
an effective and efficient E.S.U. Most included distance, geography and sparsity, number of
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students, and proximity to students and schools. Many indicated that “trust and
communication” should be considered in the development of boundaries. A couple surveys
indicated that the notion of “market areas” should also be given consideration, (See
Appendix K).

Issues

School District Participation

At various points in the history of E.S.U.’s, the question has arisen as to whether or not all
school districts should be required to belong to an E.S.U. The E.S.U. survey presented that
question as well. The uniform answer from E.S.U.’s was not to allow schools to opt out,
(See Appendix K). However, as stated above, the school district surveys were evenly split on
the question of mandatory participation.

Assimilation of Class I School Districts

When Class I school districts were assimilated, the E.S.U. boundaries were not modified.
Legislative Bill 126 did not address the issue and the State Board of Education does not have
the authority to modify E.S.U. boundaries without the filing of a petition by an E.S.U. or
school district. A related issue is the former Class I districts that were not part of an E.S.U.
One of the questions on the E.S.U. survey asked about that situation. While most E.S.U.’s
are not impacted, there was a suggestion that boundary changes be made to incorporate the
former Class I school districts, (See Appendix K).

Single District E.S.U.’s

Educational Service Units were originally created to give small school districts some of the
advantages of economies of scale. One condition for gaining the advantage of E.S.U.’s was
that the school districts had to work together in a cooperative fashion. Single school district
E.S.U.’s do not have that same requirement for gaining the current rewards of participation in
an E.S.U. Some of the benefits of E.S.U. membership for the Omaha Public School District
and the Lincoln Public School District are access to core services funding, E.S.U. levy
authority, and budget exceptions accessed through interlocal agreements between the school
districts and the E.S.U.’s.

Geographic Size

There are concerns that any changes in boundaries may create E.S.U.’s that serve a
geographic area that is too large for services to be delivered in a cost effective or
educationally effective manner. Some services need to be delivered face to face. There are
also concerns about losing the benefit of casual communication if infrastructure and
bureaucracy becomes too large.
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Equity

There is a concern that if school districts were allowed to choose their E.S.U., the decisions
could exacerbate the inequity between E.S.U.’s.

Necessity of Boundaries

Boundaries are necessary as long as E.S.U.’s rely on property taxes for funding and elected
board members for governance.

Policy Alternatives

Freeze the Current Boundaries

The current boundaries could be frozen by the elimination of the current reorganization
procedures.

Allow E.S.U.’s to Modify Boundaries As They Deem Appropriate

There have been two instances where E.S.U.’s have chosen to merge without direction from
the Legislature. ’

Align E.S.U. Boundaries to Reflect Assimilation of Class I Districts

E.S.U.’s could change their boundaries to reflect the assimilation of Class I districts using the
current reorganization process. If the Legislature required the alignment, then all voters
would be in the E.S.U. that was providing services for their school district and all property
within a school district would be taxed by the E.S.U. serving the district.

Align E.S.U. Boundaries with Community College Areas

The general concept of aligning E.S.U. boundaries with Community College Areas was
introduced in AM3575 to LB 1206 in 2004 just days before the Legislature adjourned sine
die. However, in the development of the amendment, it was recognized that there would
need to be some deviation to accommodate actual school district boundaries and geographic
challenges presented by the Community College Area boundaries. If this change were
implemented today, the number of E.S.U.’s would be reduced from 17 to 6. One of the
purported advantages of the plan would be improved collaboration between community
colleges and E.S.U.’s in the provision of higher education opportunities for students in
member school districts.

Require E.S.U.’s to Realign Boundaries to Reduce the Number of E.S.U.’s

The Legislature could determine the number of E.S.U.’s and require the existing E.S.U.’s to
develop a plan. The Legislature could require that the plan consider additional goals in the
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formulation of new boundaries. Such additional goals could include equity in valuation per
student, the total number of students served, and the total square miles served.

Require E.S.U.’s to Have More Than One Member School District

The Legislature could require that by a set deadline all E.S.U.’s have a minimum number of
school districts.

Eliminate E.S.U. Boundaries

If the E.S.U. boundaries were eliminated, the current E.S.U.’s could serve any school district
on a contract basis. The governance would need to be modified and the levy authority could
be returned to the school districts.
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Governance

Background

Educational Service Units currently have a bifurcated governance structure. Elected boards
have most of the responsibility for governing E.S.U.’s. However, property taxes and core
services state aid can only be spent for purposes approved by two-thirds of the member
school districts and the approving school districts must represent at least a majority of the
students in the member school districts.

Except for E.S.U.’s 18 and 19, each elected board is composed of one member from each
county and four members at large. All members are required to reside in the boundaries of
the E.S.U. and no more than two of the members at large may be from the same county,
unless any county in the E.S.U. has a population of over 150,000 or there is only one county

~ in the E.S.U.

There are several different methods across the country for selecting board members for
regional education entities. Generally, the boards are elected or appointed. There are boards
that are elected by the general electorate and there are boards that are elected by the school
board members of the member school districts. In other states the member school districts
‘appoint the board. Other appointed boards are appointed by other local political subdivisions
or the Governor. Some states vary the selection method depending upon certain
characteristics of the regional entity. One state includes a Department of Education
representative on each board.

In addition to Nebraska, there are six other states that have elected regional boards. Those
states are Alaska, [owa, Michigan, Ohio, Oregon, and Rhode Island.'

Arkansas, Connecticut, Indiana, Minnesota, New York, Pennsylvania, South Dakota,
Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming represent the eleven states that have boards
appointed or elected by local school boards or districts. In Colorado and New Mexico boards
are appointed by participating local school boards and postsecondary institutions. In
Georgia, the boards are composed of the superintendents, the administrator of each
participating postsecondary institution, and an appointed library director. 2

In California county boards of education are elected, except in Los Angeles County the board
is appointed by the Los Angles County Board of Supervisors. In Illinois, regional boards are
elected, but there is not a regional board for the Chicago public schools. In New Hampshire,
over half of the administrative units serve a single district and are governed by the district
board. Those serving multiple districts are appointed by local school boards. In
Massachusetts, members are either appointed by local boards of selectman or elected to
represent a town. New Jersey has boards elected by school board members, except the board

! Education Commission of the States
2 Education Commission of the States
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of the only educational improvement center is appointed. In Texas, the regional boards are
elected by the local school board members, except in two counties the boards are elected by
the voters.

The boards in West Virginia are composed of a county school board member, the
superintendent of the county, and a state department of education representative. The county
school board member is elected by the participating county school boards. That member
then determines the county superintendent representative.

South Carolina county boards have members appointed by the Governor on the
recommendation of the senator and at least 50% of the members of the house from the
county. In the county superintendent is elected, they serve ex-officio. Delaware has
vocational school district boards appointed by the Governor.’

The following twenty states do not have regional boards: Alabama, Arizona, Florida,
Hawaii, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Utah, and Virginia.6

Two questions related to E.S.U. governance were asked in the 2006 school district survey. A
majority of respondents indicated a desire to maintain elected E.S.U. boards. Of note, the
2006 survey included the additional option of composing E.S.U. boards from school board
members. That option garnered 13%, compared to 0.9% and 1.72% on past surveys when
additional options were limited to “other”. An additional 3.9% chose “other” on the current
survey, (See Appendix I and Appendix J).

E.S.U. respondents generally expressed support for the current core services approach in
which the general service areas are defined, but specific services are determined locally. A
combination of both state direction and response to local demands was the consensus. Some
concern was indicated about the increasing focus on meeting state and federal demands, (See
Appendix K).

Issues

Relationship Between Advisory Councils and E.S.U. Boards

The boards of E.S.U.’s are responsible for setting the budgets, levying the taxes, and
generally managing the E.S.U.’s. However, the board is limited in its authority to spend
property tax revenues and core services state aid without the approval of the advisory
council. This bifurcated governance structure has the potential to cause conflict. However,
none of the E.S.U. surveys indicated any issues between the boards and the councils, (See
Appendix K).

3 Education Commission of the States
* Education Commission of the States
3 Education Commission of the States
® Education Commission of the States
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Quality of Candidates for E.S.U. Boards

E.S.U.’s board membership is not a high profile office. Some people believe that the lack of
visibility may allow candidates to run for office who lack educational knowledge,

- experience, or interest. Concern about lack of input from member school districts led to the
implementation of the bifurcated structure with LB 806 (1997).

Size of E.S.U. Boards

As E.S.U.’s become larger in an attempt to gain economic efficiencies, the number of board
members increases. E.S.U. 10 currently has the largest board with 15 members. It can be
challenging for large boards to operate effectively.

One Person One Vote

If challenged, a court may find that the E.S.U. board structure violates the principle of “one
person one vote.” In 1968, the U.S. Supreme Court held that the Midland County Board of
Commissioners in Texas was required to comply with the “one person one vote” standards.”
However, that ruling indicated that the principal would not apply to special purpose districts
that did not have general governance functions. In 1970, the Court appeared to modify the
earlier decision in holding that the Junior College District of Metropolitan Kansas City was
also required to meet the “one person, one vote” rule. ® A similar decision was again issued
by the U.S. Supreme Court in 1989 with regard to the New York City Board of Estimate.’

The counties that are within an E.S.U. will generally vary in population, which gives a
different weight to votes from each county. Furthermore, there are instances where only part
of a county is in an E.S.U. There are also instances where some of the territory of an E.S.U.
is in a county that is not represented by a county representative on the E.S.U. board. Voters
in those areas may only serve as, and vote for, at large candidates.

Statewide Coordination

The E.S.U. administrators have organized into the Educational Service Unit Administrators’
Association (E.S.U.A.A.) in order to provide a statewide platform for coordination and
communication between E.S.U.’s. However, coordinated efforts are usually in the form of
interlocal agreements that may or may not include all of the E.S.U.’s. The attorney general
recently stated that the E.S.U.A.A. violates the open meetings law when it conducts the
business of the interlocal agreements at the E.S.U.A.A. meetings. A complaint has been filed
by the Keith County Attorney alleging such violation, (See Appendix F).

All of the E.S.U.’s indicated in their surveys that they participate in some form of service
coordination. This coordination may exist on either a statewide or a regional level depending
on the service and the partnerships developed. Some of these partnerships are formalized in

7 Avery v. Midland County, 390 U.S.474
¥ Hadley v. Junior College District, 397 U.S. 50
® New York City Bd. Of Estimate v. Morris, 489 U.S. 688
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interlocal agreements, others seem to be by contract, and some are listed as ““partnerships”.
Among the services shared are special education, distance learning, internet, training for
E.S.U. staff, media distribution, and cooperative purchasing. In one case, a regional group of
E.S.U.’s works jointly on providing core services, while individual E.S.U.’s also partner for
other services, (See Appendix K).

Relationship Between E.S.U.’s and the Department of Education

The view on the relationship between E.S.U.’s and the State Board of Education appears
fairly consistent over the last 20 years. Few school districts believe that E.S.U.’s should be
under the direct control of the State Board. A majority of respondents expressed support for
the State Board to play a role in some capacity. However, there are varying levels of support
for what that role should be, (See Appendix I and Appendix J).

In the E.S.U. surveys, there is a clear indication that most E.S.U.’s believe that their
relationship with the Nebraska Department of Education is a partnership of a cooperative
nature in assisting schools to meet requirements of the state and federal government. Many
E.S.U.’s suggested that the relationship is a good one, while there is some indication that
others occasionally believe that the appropriate roles are in question, causing strain and
frustration. Even in the cases where some level of frustration exists, there was a recognition
of a partnership role, where the E.S.U. is the local service provider, with expertise and
direction provided by the Department.

One respondent referred to E.S.U.’s as a “conduit”, while another referred to their role as a
“buffer”. One response also stated that the provision of direct services by the Department to
school districts is a disturbing trend, (See Appendix K).

Policy Alternatives

Maintain Current Governance Structure s

The Educational Service Unit governance structure could remain unchanged.

Election Districts

Each E.S.U. could be divided into a set number of election districts for the election of board
members.

School Board Members as E.S.U. Board Members

E.S.U. boards could be appointed by member district school boards. There could be a
requirement for the appointee to be a member of the school board, the superintendent, or
meet some other qualifications.
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Statewide Governance Structure

The Distance Education Council could be replaced with a more general statewide
coordinating entity. The membership could be composed of E.S.U. administrators, with
advisory committees providing input on statewide efforts, such as distance education, coop
purchasing, etc.

State Board of Education

Educational Service Units could be brought under the control of the State Board of
Education.
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Finance

Background

Educational Service Units currently derive most of their funding from four sources: property
taxes, state aid for core services and technology infrastructure, contracts with school districts,
and grants from state, federal, and private sources.

Statewide the general fund revenues for 2004-05 were derived 14.6% from property taxes,
17.5% from state funds, 35.3% from contracted services, 32.7% from grants and other
sources. See Appendix G for further information and for the individual E.S.U. breakdowns.

Property taxes for E.S.U.’s are limited to $0.015 per $100 of assessed valuation. The levy
for E.S.U.’s prior to LB 1114 in 1996 was limited to $0.035 per $100 of assessed valuation
plus an additional $0.005 for technology infrastructure.

Core services funding was adopted in 1997 in response to the impending implementation of
stricter levy limitations and a study conducted by the Department of Education. The formula
for core services funding recognizes both the basic costs of providing core services and the
costs associated with varying student populations. The formula divides the appropriation by
the number of students served statewide and distributes the per student amounts to the
E.S.U.’s based on the number of students served at the E.S.U., except that each E.S.U. is
guaranteed to receive at least 2.5% of the appropriation.

The technology infrastructure funding was adopted one year later after it was discovered that
there had been a misunderstanding about the removal of the separate levy limit for
technology infrastructure. The same formula applied to both core services and technology
infrastructure funding until this past session. The Legislature modified the infrastructure
formula with the adoption of LB 1208 to recognize differences in the costs of
telecommunications services and data transmission. The modified formula continues to
distribute the appropriation based on the fall membership of member districts, except that the
minimum amount to be received by any E.S.U. is equal to 2.5% of the appropriation plus
85% of the net costs for telecommunications services, access to data transmission networks,
and transmission of data on such networks. Reimbursements from the Universal Service
Fund, commonly called e-rate reimbursements, are subtracted from the actual costs to arrive
at the net costs.

Three questions on the school district survey relate specifically to E.S.U. levy authority.
School districts overwhelmingly indicated that the current levy should be retained and that
the levy authority should rest with the E.S.U. Eighty-two percent responded “yes” when
asked if the current levy authorized by statute to fund E.S.U.’s should be retained. With
regard to where that levy authority should reside, only 1.9% of the school districts responded
that the E.S.U. levy should be shifted back to local school districts. These results are
consistent with previous surveys, (See Appendix I and Appendix J).
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Approximately 44% of respondents to the current survey felt that the E.S.U. levy is too low
and none of the respondents indicated it was too high. This is a fairly dramatic change from
the past two surveys. Previously, only 8 to 10 percent believed the levy was too low, 10 to
14 percent thought it was too high, and roughly two thirds felt the levy was adequate. In the
current survey, a little less than 55% responded that the levy was adequate, (See Appendix I
and Appendix J).

Issues

Overall Funding Level

" E.S.U.’s have over $17.5 million less potential funding under the current levy limits and core
services funding than they had under the old levy limits without state aid. However, if the
actual previous levies are used, the loss is reduced to $9.5 million, (See Appendix G). A
uniform answer from the E.S.U.’s about the appropriateness of the funding recognized the
lack of overall resources, (See Appendix K).

State Funding

State funding has been unstable for E.S.U.’s. Core services funding began in the 1998-99
fiscal year with an intent for funding increases to reflect student increases and the basic
allowable growth rate.'® If the funding had increased according to the intent language, the
current appropriation would be $3.6 million higher. Some of the reason for the instability in
funding is a result of the most recent budget crisis.

Core Services Funding

Educational Service Units almost universally seem to believe that the state funding for core
services is inadequate when they have to use property taxes to help fund those services. Core
services are defined in statute, not as a state funded function, but rather as the fundamental
services that each E.S.U. should provide to member school districts. State aid for core
services was added to assist with providing these services, much like state aid to school
districts assists the districts in providing education.

1% Funds
The E.S.U.’s have an interlocal agreement to pool 1% of their core service funding for joint

projects. There have been concerns raised that the use of the 1% funds occurs outside of
public scrutiny, (See Appendix F).

10 ¢ 79-1241.01, R.S.SUPP., 2006
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Reliance on Grant Funding

E.S.U.’s are currently very reliant on grants as a source of funding for the services
provided. A concern with funding formula and overall funding of E.S.U.’s is
expressed in a couple of responses as forcing E.S.U.’s to rely more on grant funding
even in areas that might be considered core services, (See Appendix K).

Grants are a two edged sword in terms of funding sources. Grants allow E.S.U.’s and
school district to provide services and educational opportunities that would otherwise
not be available. However, grants are often only a temporary funding source used for
experimentation or to promote prevailing political priorities. The amount of reliance
varies between different E.S.U.’s, often due to levels of expertise in grant writing.
The variance may also be due to the risk tolerance of the E.S.U. administrator, staff,
or board.

Budget Reserves

There is a wide range in the budget reserve percentage reported by individual E.S.U.’s.
Responses range from about 14% to 30% with an average around 20%. Respondents with
the lowest percentages indicated that the amount was the most they could afford. The
preferred reserve amount was probably between 20 to 25%. There is a theme among the
responses that reserves are important due to reliance on grant funding and other funding that
comes in arrears, (See Appendix K).

Interlocal Agreements and Budget Lid Exceptions

As the Distance Education Enhancement Task Force discussed the transfer of responsibility
for distance education services to the E.S.U.’s, it became clear that an important factor in the
existing arrangement of distance education consortia was the reliance on interlocal
agreements and the resulting budget lid exception. Because of this factor, additional budget
authority was granted to school districts to accommodate the transfer to E.S.U.’s.
Additionally, the visits with E.S.U.’s 18 and 19 revealed the use of interlocal agreements
between the school district and the E.S.U. to allow both entities to access budget exceptions
that would otherwise not be available.

Equity

There seems to be general agreement that there is not currently equity between E.S.U.’s.
However, equity is challenging to measure due to the variety of needs of school districts
across the state. The difference between $88 of aid and taxes per student and $248 of aid and
taxes per student would seem to be quite telling in itself. However, the E.S.U. with the $248
of aid and taxes per student has one of the smallest student bases and some of the higher
transportation costs. Just like in financing school districts, there are more factors involved in
addressing equity than the dollars per student. Some of the factors that may be considered
could include: sparsity, total square miles, teacher salaries in the area, and the need for the
E.S.U. to create economies of scale that do not exist within the member school districts.
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Most of the E.S.U.’s indicated that the funding formula does not address funding for E.S.U.’s
serving rural school districts, (See Appendix K).

Reorganization

Surveys and E.S.U. visits indicate the rural E.S.U.’s with declining populations are under
funded. However, others will argue that the 2.5% minimum in the distribution formula
provides enough funding for smaller E.S.U.’s to continue and therefore discourages
consolidations that could result in a more effective and efficient delivery of services.

The funding system with a minimum base also provides disincentives for E.S.U. mergers.
However, the distribution formulas for core services and technology infrastructure funding

provide a two year hold harmless following an E.S.U. merger. "'

Disparities in Resource Growth

As a general rule valuation growth often follows population growth. With the current
funding system for E.S.U.’s, growth in students results in additional state aid and growth in
valuation results in additional property taxes. With the rough correlation between student
growth and valuation growth, there are great disparities in resource growth across E.S.U.’s.

Transportation Costs

Although the Legislature addressed telecommunications costs that are largely attributed to
geographic factors, variance in transportation costs continues to be an issue that affects the
services that can be offered by different E.S.U.’s.

Contracted Services

E.S.U.’s have generally avoided charging for services, except in the areas of special
education and technology services. Contracting for services could allow E.S.U.’s to provide
additional services and assure that the services provided were those desired by the school
districts. When asked how E.S.U.’s would deal with a levy rate reduction, full state funding,
or other shortfalls, most E.S.U.’s indicate that it is difficult to address, but they would
generally rely on advisory councils to shift services from levy funding to contract funding.
There are also a general opinions that the priorities are based on core services funding and
that equity and access are enhanced by statewide coordination, (See Appendix K).

Levy

Most E.S.U. respondents suggest that the levy rate is too low. It is also worth noting that
many respondents suggested that the levy rate may be sufficient with increased funding from
the state. Some point to a levy exclusion as a possible means to address the shortfall in core
services funding. Also interesting is the notion that statewide collaboration is viewed as a
better way to address total funding, (See Appendix K).

11 £879-1241, R.R.S.2003 and § 79-1243, R.S.SUPP., 2006
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Policy Alternatives

Maintain Current Funding Structure

The current funding structure could be maintained.

Increase the Core Services Appropriation

The appropriations could be increased to reflect the legislative intent, including the past
increases that have not occurred.

Eliminate the Levy

The levy could be eliminated with an accompanying increase in core services. Another
alternative would be to eliminate the E.S.U. levy and increase the levy limit for school

districts. The expanded levy authority could be limited to the purchase of services from
E.S.U.’s.

Increase the Levy Limits

Educational Service Units often indicate a desire to return to their old levy limits. However,
without an accompanying change in the distribution formula to equalize in relation to
valuations, an increase in levy limits could further increase the disparity between the services
that can be offered to different school districts. An increase in the levy limits could be
accompanied by a decrease in core services funding.

Contracted Services

The Legislature could mandate that E.S.U.’s charge for certain services. This would relieve
E.S.U. boards of the pressure to limit services to those that can be funded through their core
services and property taxes.

Eliminate Interlocal Agreement Budget Exceptions

The budget exception for interlocal agreements could exclude interlocal agreements between
E.S.U.’s and their member school districts.

Potential Formula Modifications

Just as telecommunications charges are considered in the formula, there are other factors that
could also be added to the formula. Some of these factors could include: total square miles,
square miles per student, and satellite locations. The funding formula could also be modified
to take into account the property tax resources that would be available to an E.S.U. at a set
levy. A model that includes one approach to adding factors and equalization is contained in
Appendix H.
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Services

Background

Educational Service Units are service based agencies that respond to the needs of their
member school districts by providing core services and other services requested by member
districts. As a part of the Department of Education study in 1996 and the development of the
provisions implemented through LB 806 in 1997, a definition of core services was developed
to help focus on the services that needed to be provided by every E.S.U. Core services are
defined according to the service areas of staff development, technology, and instructional
materials services. Core services are required to improve teaching and student learning and
to provide schools with services that are necessary, but difficult for districts to provide
efficiently with their own personnel and resources. Special education was not included in
core services, partially because the contractual arrangements for special education seem to
work well.

According to this year’s survey of school districts, the most received services statewide
include staff development workshops, computer training, and technology training. Distance
learning and media services are also among the top five utilized services. The highest
priority rating was attributed to school age special education followed by staff development,
CO-OP Purchasing, below age five special education, and distance learning. The most
effective services were rated as CO-OP purchasing, school age special education, staff
development, below age five special education, and the administration of federal programs,
(See Appendix I and Appendix J).

Generally, it seems that the most used services are in the same or at least similar areas as
those found in the 1986 and 1995 studies. Few respondents suggested many new services.
However, it does seem as if the services offered are more widely used by school districts in
the state. There is a strong indication that E.S.U.’s have expanded services in special
education and staff development over the last 20 years, (See Appendix I and Appendix J).
E.S.U.’s also indicate that they are expanding services to school districts in the area of
special education, including services for the hearing and visually impaired. Services for
autism and behavioral intervention, as well as response to intervention, were mentioned as
growing special education services. In several cases, E.S.U.’s are operating alternative
education programs for their region or expanding into early childhood education, (See
Appendix K).

A few E.S.U.’s also listed new services related to staff, such as professional learning
communities, mentoring, and administrator training. One E.S.U. indicated that it has recently
been working on a substitute teacher program, (See Appendix K).

The expansion of these services has not apparently diminished the demand for or the
provision of services in other traditional E.S.U. functions including co-op purchasing, media,
and technology. Distance learning and coordination of distance learning technologies and
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services have certainly increased with the improvement in technology, (See Appendix I and
Appendix J). The E.S.U.’s also listed several services in the area of technology and distance
education as new. Among these are video streaming, virus and SPAM filtering, content
filtering, network and technology assistance, and a variety of distance learning offerings via
synchronous and asynchronous environments, (See Appendix K).

There is an indication that E.S.U.’s are increasingly being viewed by school districts as an
important source of expertise in grant writing and administration for state and federal
programs, (See Appendix I and Appendix J). One manifestation is the implementation of the
School-Based Teacher-Led Assessment Reporting System (S.T.A.R.S.). Approximately 80%
of the school districts responding to the survey access S.T.A.R.S. grants through their E.S.U.,
(See Appendix I and Appendix J). Most E.S.U.’s also indicated that they were involved in
assessment reporting, staff training and development, and school improvement in some
fashion. This includes roles in the collection and reporting of data related to NCLB and
S.T.AR.S., (See Appendix K). For example, the E.S.U. 5 PowerSchool Cooperative
integrates S.T.A.R.S. assessment results with other data in the Cooperative’s PowerSchool
data system.

School districts strongly indicated that both supplemental services determined by the local
school districts and statewide mandated services should be among the services offered by
E.S.U.’s. No respondents suggested that only the mandated services be offered by E.S.U.’s,
while just 9.3% indicated that E.S.U.’s should offer only supplemental services. The
remaining 90.7% of respondents believed that a combination of both was appropriate. This
may reflect a change from the 1986 survey when nearly 28% of the respondents indicated
that E.S.U.’s should offer only locally determined supplemental services, (See Appendix I
and Appendix J).

The staff group found that many of the E.S.U.’s have unique programs. E.S.U. 5 has a
School Transition Specialist to assist school districts with students 15 through 21 with a
verified disability. E.S.U. 3 operates the Gifford Farm Education Center to provide students
throughout the metro area with an interactive experience in agricultural education. E.S.U. 4
serves as the administrative agency for the Nebraska Center for the Education of Children
Who Are Blind or Visually Impaired. E.S.U. 11 hosts an annual Summer Honors Program.
ESU #16 (#15 may be involved also due to joining of advisory councils) provides a
mentoring program for superintendents.

Statewide initiatives also assist the provision of core services. E.S.U. 5 is the headquarters
for I-Mat E.S.U.P.D.O., which is a cooperative for the purchase of media with duplication
and digital rights. The cooperative ensures equitable access to media materials statewide
with cost efficiencies and access to the newest releases. The titles have been aligned to the
Nebraska standards. Digital media is being distributed over the Internet or through
establishment of a series of computer servers at E.S.U.’s or district sites. Cooperative
purchasing is another service that is coordinated out of a single E.S.U. for the benefit of
school districts across the state. Co-op purchasing is consistently rated as a high priority,
very effective service, (See Appendix I and Appendix J).
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There have also been instances where a program developed at an E.S.U. for its own member
districts has had a statewide impact. E.S.U. 3 developed the writing assessment that is now
used statewide.

The E.S.U.’s were mandated to provide internet access to school districts and are now being
asked to assist with distance education through LB 1208 (2006). Many of the current
distance education consortia are currently housed in E.S.U.’s, but the E.S.U.’s will officially
be responsible for distance education services beginning July 1, 2007. Smaller districts tend
to list distance learning among the highest priorities and most effective services, while larger
districts tend to indicate that distance learning is a lower priority, (See Appendix I and
Appendix J).

Most E.S.U.’s indicated that services will continue to expand to address state and federal
accountability and reporting requirements. Other trends include increased services for
special education, staff development, and curriculum coordination. Technology and distance
education also seem to be major trends for the future according to the respondents, (See
Appendix K).

Services that appear to have been reduced over the course of the three surveys include
nursing and bus driver training. Those are two services that do not appear in the top 25 from
at least one of the prior surveys and do not do so currently on a statewide basis. In the case
of nursing services it went from among the highest priorities to among the lowest from 1986
to 2006. Materials and equipment loans remain very low in priority and effectiveness ratings
statewide as is the case for data processing, (See Appendix I and Appendix J). In a few
cases, E.S.U.’s also indicated a move away from equipment repairs and older technologies
(i.e. mainframe data hosting). Most E.S.U.’s indicated that they have to do more with less, as
they have reduced staff but not services, (See Appendix K).

Only 6.5% of school districts indicated that their E.S.U. had denied a request for services.
The most common reason for denial was that the service was cost prohibitive. The types of
services denied included substitute teachers, special education, staff development, health
services, technology support, Title III consortium, workshops, and support for the student
information system, (See Appendix I and Appendix J).

The school districts were asked to respond to two questions about private or public
cooperative arrangements outside of E.S.U.’s. Nearly 44% indicated that they receive
services under such an arrangement. They typically listed such services as special education,
physical and occupational therapy, insurance, utilities, distance learning, technology, busing,
and online assessment. When asked if these services received were more beneficial than
services received from their E.S.U., the response was about 14% “yes” and nearly 65% “no”.
Respondents who answered “yes” and elaborated on why the service was considered more
beneficial indicated that the service was a) not provided by the E.S.U., b) less expensive than
the E.S.U., ¢) more convenient, or d) that the service quality was better. Distance was also
cited as a factor, (See Appendix I and Appendix J).
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It seems clear that school districts believe that E.S.U.’s are important for the future delivery
of special education, staff development, technology and distance learning. The previous
surveys also had similar findings as to the importance of these types of services in the future.
The 1986 survey indicated a strong role for E.S.U.’s in staff development, in-service,
curriculum workshops, and coordination of shared staff. By 1995, some of the focus had
shifted to technology and distance learning as a means to address shared staff and
curriculum. That emphasis remains in the 2006 survey results, (See Appendix I and
Appendix J).

Issues

Mandated Services

There is a misperception of the intent for core services funding. The Legislature does not
require E.S.U.’s to provide any particular core services, but rather provides funding that can
only be used for core services. Core services funding is designed to be used in combination
with other funding sources to provide such services. The complaints regarding the use of
property tax funds for core services may in part be fueled by the struggle to meet local needs
in an environment where resources are being directed to meeting state and federal
requirements at an increasing rate.

S.T.AR.S.
The implementation of the S.T.A.R.S. assessment system is not listed as a specific core
service, but is being carried out through core services as the primary objective of staff

development. Technology services are also being used to assist in the implementation.

Variability in Available Services

The availability of services varies between E.S.U.’s. Par<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>